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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-15 are pending. Claims 1-15 have been examined. Claims 1-15 have been rejected. 

The Examiner would like to thank the Applicant for the well-presented response, which was 
useful in the examination, proves. The Examiner appreciates the effort to perform a careful 
analysis and make appropriate amendments to the claims. 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 10/25/2006 have been fully considered. The applicant argues 
that the calculation of rolling resistance is not "automatically adjusting using software the 
initial parameters of the simulator until the data of the simulator matches the data of the 
train." The applicant explains that there is no measured not initial rolling resistance, and thus 
there can be no comparison of the calculated rolling resistance to the actual rolling 
resistance and modification of the initial parameters of the simulator until this calculation 
matches the actual measured data. The applicant seems confused between measured data 
and parameters of the train model. Rolling resistance is not a measured data. It is a 
parameter of the train model, as evidence in claim 2, to be adjusted. Therefore, this 
argument by the applicant is invalid. Mosier (U.S. Patent 4,041,283) teaches the calculation 
of the parameter rolling resistance of the train model and, then this parameter in the train 
model is corrected or adjusted by the computer (col. 17, lines 30-59). The correction by the 
computer indicates that the adjustment is automatically done. Mosier does not teach 
adjusting parameters in combination with until data of the simulator matches the data from 
the train. Polivka (U.S. Patent 5,828,929) teaches comparing the actual performance, which 
is equivalent to measured data, with predicted performance, which is equivalent to data 
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produced from the simulator, in order to automatically calibrate the model (col. 8. lines 5-8). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Mosier and Polivka to compare the measured data with data produced from the simulator to 
adjust the parameters of the model until the measured data matches data produced from the 
simulator. Polivka's teachings would have improved subsequent predictions (col. 8, lines 5- 
8). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomns the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to 
the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention 
was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and 
potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1-2, 5-7, 10-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being anticipated by Mosier 
(U.S. Patent 4,041,283) in view of Polivka (U.S. Patent 5,828,929). 
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2. As per claim 1 , Mosier teaches a method of adjusting a simulator comprising: 

inputting the data from a train into the simulator (col. 17, lines 10-14); 
operating the simulator with the data (the abstract); and 

adjusting automatically parameters of the simulator (col. 17, lines 30-59. Mosier teaches 
using car (train) data such as train velocity, grade and curves values to calculate rolling 
resistance, a parameter in train model; updating this parameter in the simulation model to 
determine braking forces if brake is applied; and determining pulling force. These teachings 
are regarded as adjusting automatically parameters (rolling resistance and pulling force) of 
the simulator). 

But does not teach adjusting automatically parameters of the simulator in combination 
with until data of the simulator matches the data from the train. 

Polivka (U.S. Patent 5,828,929) teaches comparing the actual performance, which is 
equivalent to measured data, with predicted performance, which is equivalent to data 
produced from the simulator, in order to automatically calibrate the model (col. 8, lines 5-8). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Mosier and Polivka to compare the measured data with data produced from the simulator to 
adjust the parameters of the model until the measured data matches data produced from the 
simulator. Polivka's teachings would have improved subsequent predictions (col. 8, lines 5- 

3. As per claim 2, Mosier teaches the parameters including grade resistance, curve resistance, 
rolling resistance, (col. 12, lines 11-18). 
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4. As per claim 3, Mosier teaches analyzing the inputted data on the simulator after adjusting 
of the parameters (col. 7, lines 43-48. Mosier teaches analyzing the coupling force in various 
operating circumstances. Various operating circumstances here correspond to input 
measured data to be considered after the parameter coupling force is adjusted, and it is 
used to analyze to determine if the current operating conditions are safe or not in order to 
minimize potential derailment and parting situation). 

5. As per claim 4, Mosier teaches the analysis includes identifying anomalies in the inputted 
data and reporting the anomalies (col. 7, lines 43-48. Mosier teaches analyzing the coupling 
force in various operating circumstances to minimize potential derailment and parting 
situation. Various operating circumstances here correspond to input measured data to be 
considered after the parameter coupling force is adjusted, and it is used to analyze to 
determine if the current operating conditions are safe or not in order to minimize potential 
derailment and parting situation, which are anomalies to be identified and reported if there 
were any). 

6. As per claim 5, Mosier teaches adjusting the parameters includes comparing the simulator 
data and the train data during a change of velocity (col. 18, lines 43-52. The discussion 
updating train's speed and updating profile data in these lines suggest periodic comparison 
of simulator data and train data corresponding with speed of the train. Therefore, it reads on 
the limitation of this claim). 

7. As per claim 6, Mosier teaches the.train data is from an event recorder on the train (col. 17, 
lines 11-14, 22-29. These lines suggest that data is recorded from the train) and adjusting 
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the parameters includes comparing the simulator data and the event recorder data during 
one or more trip features including: curves, grades, braking and throttle changes (this 
limitation has already been discussed in claim 5). 

8. As per claim 7, these limitations have already been discussed in claims 1 and 5. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

9. As per claim 10, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 1 . They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

10. As per claim 11, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 2. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

1 1 . As per claim 12, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 3. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

12. As per claim 13, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 6. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 

13. As per claim 14, these limitations have already been discussed in claim 6. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 
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Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mosier in view of 
Polivka as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Herzberg et al (U.S. Patent 
5,023,791). 

14. As per claim 8, Mosier and Polivka do not teach providing a simulator on the train. 

Herzberg et al teach a flight simulator on the plane (col. 4, lines 41-48). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Mosier, Polivka, and Herzberg et al. Herzberg et al's teachings would have enabled simulation 
of in-operation conditions of the train (col. 4, lines 41-45). 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mosier in view of 
Polivka and Herzberg et al as applied to claims 1 and 8 above, and further in view of 
Lynch et al. 

15. As per claim 9, Mosier, Polivka and Herzberg et al do not teach storing the adjusted 
parameters with the data of the train on an event recorder on the train. 

Lynch et al teach this feature (col. 7, lines 34-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Mosier, Polivka, Herzberg et al, and Lynch et al. Lynch et al's teachings would have 
compiled data to be analyzed later. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mosier in view of 
Polivka as applied to claims 10 and 13 above, and further in view of Lynch et al. 
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16. As per claim 15, tliese limitations have already been discussed in claim 9. They are, 
therefore, rejected for the same reasons. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Cuong V. Luu Whose telephone number is 571-272-8572. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supen^isor, Kamini Shah, can be reached on 571-272-2279. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. An inquiry of a 
general nature or relating to the status of this application should be directed to the TC2100 
Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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